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Sir: 



2003. 



This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer dated May 20, 



I. Factual Background 

The above-identified plant patent application was filed with the United States 
Patent and Trademark Office for a variety of geranium named 'Tikorg' on January 3, 2001. 
A variety of geranium named 'Tikorg' was sold in Germany in 1998. An application for a 
Community Plant Variety Rights (hereinafter, "CPVR") Certificate/Plant Breeders Rights 
(hereinafter, "PBR") Certificate was filed with the Community Plant Variety Office 
(hereinafter, "CPVO") in Europe for 'Tikorg' on July 9, 1998 and given the reference number 
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EU 98/1018. On October 15, 1998, the CPVO published a listing of application EU 98/1018 
in the Official Gazette with minimal non-enabling botanical information. 

Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) for asserted anticipation by 
EU 98/1018 in view of a sale of a variety of geranium named 'Tikorg' outside the 
United States in 1998. 

II. The issue on Appeal in the present application is whether a 
non-enabling printed publication on a plant variety rises to the level 
of enabling prior art when the plant was sold outside the United 
States. 

The plant patent examining group has created a new position on prior art to 
plant patent applications that is counter to decades of examination. This position has no basis 
in fact or in law and is based in part on a false premise, namely, LeGrice did not deal with 
sale in a foreign country. This policy, if not reversed by the Board, will have the effect of 
essentially blocking United States plant patents on plant varieties discovered in foreign 
countries. It represents the ultimate disservice to the foreign breeder. 

A plant variety discovered in a foreign country typically requires several years 
of testing in the foreign market before it is selected for introduction in the United States. It 
also needs field trialing in the United States to determine if it can grow in the varied climatic 
conditions of this country. During that time, an application for PBR may be filed in that 
country and the variety may be sold into the foreign market. Neither of those activities (an 
application for PBR on the variety or a sale of the variety outside the United States) have 
previously been considered enabling prior art. 

The sale puts the variety in a public domain, but not the public domain which 
constitutes a statutory bar - it is not "in this country" as required by 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

The effects of this examination policy of using the foreign sale of a variety to 
enable a printed publication on the variety are several and at least include the following: 

(1) Countless extent plant patents would be invalid. 

(2) Foreign plant breeders must rush to file United States patent 
applications, even before foreign testing is complete, on all potential 
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varieties. This is a financial disaster where normally 10% or less of the 

varieties tested are ultimately introduced into the United States market. 
(3) Foreign-bred plants may never reach the United States because foreign 

plant breeders have no incentive (no protection) for their varieties 

subject to the present examination policy. 
This Appeal was instigated to avoid these effects and to permit Applicant to 
protect his rights in the United States. 

III. The board should follow the holding of In re LeGrice (a plant 
patent decision), not that of In re Thomson (a utility patent 
decision) 

The arguments and issue presented by the Applicant in the plant patent 
examining group, not repeated herein, actually boil down to a basic question. Should the 
Board follow the precedent of In re LeGrice, 301 F.2d 929, 133 USPQ 365 (CCPA 1962). 
The answer is YES. 

A. LeGrice answered the same question posed in this Appeal. 

At issue in LeGrice was whether a printed publication regarding a plant 
variety, when interpreted in light of the knowledge possessed by plant breeders, is capable of 
placing that variety in the public domain to constitute a bar under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

In the present case, the Examiner has asserted that LeGrice is not controlling 
because it did not specifically address the issue of enablement of a printed publication on a 
plant variety by sale of that plant outside the United States. However, as detailed below, the 
appeal in LeGrice actually did address an issue of commercial availability of a plant outside 
the United States. 

B. The LeGrice decision contains significant evidence of public 
distribution of the rose varieties. 

The Appellant of LeGrice, (Mr. Edward Burton LeGrice) filed plant patent 
applications in the United States in 1958 on two rose varieties, Charming Maid and Duskey 
Maiden. More than one year before the filing dates, both varieties were listed in the National 
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Rose Society Annual of England and in catalogs. Those publications are compelling 
evidence of public use or sale of the varieties in England. 

The Rose Annual of 1949 stated that Dusky Maiden, "raised and exhibited by 
E.B. LeGrice", received "The Gold Medal Award". Id. at 931, 133 USPQ at 368. An 
award-winning plant undoubtedly was exhibited to rose breeders and other skilled artisans. 
Certainly, Dusky Maiden was publicly used in England by 1949. 

The Rose Annual of 1954 contained information on Charming Maid including 
listing the following: "Raiser and Distributor E.B. LeGrice, Note Walsham". Id. at 932, 
USPQ at 368. According to the 1954 Rose Annual, Charming Maid was distributed by Mr. 
LeGrice. Distribution (via a sale or other public activity) of Charming Maid occurred in 
England more than one year before the United States filing date. 

Both Dusky Maiden and Charming Maid were described and shown in 
catalogs with color photographs thereof establishing identity in appearance between the 
varieties in the catalogs and the varieties of the United States plant patent applications. Id. 
Presentations of the varieties in a catalog is also compelling evidence of their status of having 
been offered for sale in England. 

Despite all this evidence of sale and/or public use of Dusky Maiden and 
Charming Maid by Mr. LeGrice in England, the appeals court did not specifically address any 
issue of such activity presumably because it occurred outside the United States. 

C. The record of the appeal in LeGrice shows that the sale 
and/or public use of the two rose varieties was disposed by 
the Board. 

There was no discussion about enablement of the printed publication based 
on public availability of the rose in the LeGrice decision reported by the CCPA because the 
issue of public availability of the roses outside the United States was disposed of in the lower 
decision at the Board of Appeals. Application of Edward Burton LeGrice, Decision of Board 
of Appeals, February 12, 1960 (previously submitted with Applicant's Appeal Brief and 
hereinafter referred to as the "Board LeGrice Decision"). 
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In the appeal to the Board by Mr. LeGrice, the Board correctly recognized that 
the "use or sale of the plants in a foreign country would be irrelevant" to the issue of novelty. 
Id. at page 25. Moreover, the Board found evidence of foreign sale and/or public use of the 
rose varieties. 

The publications indicated that the particular plants were on 
sale, and presumably also in public use, more than one year 
prior to the respective filing dates of the applications since 
appellant is indicated as 'raiser and distributor. 1 However this 
question is not in issue since the public use or sale must be in 
the United States in order to bar a patent and these events, as 
far as anything suggested by the record is concerned, took place 
in England. The single broad issue of the competency of a 
prior printed publication to bar a plant patent is presented. 

Id. at page 22. 

Hence, the LeGrice court had plenty of evidence of commercial availability of 
the rose varieties outside the United States, and the stated presumption was that the plant was 
in public use. It did not directly address those facts since they were irrelevant to the novelty 
of the plant under United States statutory law and had been properly dispensed with by the 
Board of Appeals. 

D. A publication is incapable of placing a plant variety in the 
public domain. 

The LeGrice court focused on whether the publications (the Rose Annuals or 
the catalogs), when interpreted in light of the knowledge possessed by plant breeders, placed 
the rose varieties in the public domain. Importantly, when the court looked to what 
constituted the knowledge possessed by plant breeders, it did not even consider the evidence 
of prior use and/or sale of the rose varieties. The Board had dismissed any relevance of that 
evidence to the issue of novelty of the rose varieties in the United States. 

Instead, the standard applied by the LeGrice court for the enablement of a 
publication under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is whether "a skilled artisan could take its teachings in 
combination with his own knowledge of the particular art and be in possession of the 
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invention". LeGrice at 936, 133 USPQ at 372. The "knowledge" for a skilled artisan was not 
— and still is not — the commercial activity of the breeder outside the United States. 

The "knowledge" of the skilled plant breeder includes plant genetics. In 1962, 
the knowledge of plant genetics meant that publications (such as the Rose Annuals and 
catalogs) could not be relied upon as statutory bars under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). The LeGrice 
court cautioned, however, that each case must be decided on its own facts and that future 
studies may add to "the knowledge of plant breeders so that they may someday secure 
possession of a plant invention by a description in a printed publication". Id. at 939, n. 7, 133 
USPQ at 374, n. 7. 

There can be no dispute; that "someday" has not yet arrived. 

IV. Ex parte Thomson does not control the enablement of prior art in 
plant patent applications. 

In Ex parte Thomson, 24 USPQ 2d 1618 (Bd. Pat. App. & Int. 1992), the 
applicant appealed the rejection for lack of novelty in a utility patent application claiming 
asexually reproduced plant and seeds thereof. At issue, as in LeGrice, was whether a skilled 
artisan would have had sufficient knowledge to make the invention (the plant) described in a 
publication. 

The Board looked to the opportunity to buy the seeds outside the United States 
as being the wherewithal of the skilled plant grower to obtain the claimed invention. Without 
citing to precedent, the Board raised the foreign sale of the seeds from a nonstatutory bar to 
an enablement of the publication. 

In other words, the foreign sale of seeds became a reference, a point of 
knowledge, for the skilled artisan. 

A. Sale of patentable subject matter outside of the United States is not 
prior art and cannot be used to enable a reference under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(b). 

Relying on Thomson, the Examiner's Answer asserts that a non-enabling 
publication listing a plant variety, combined with evidence of the sale of that variety outside 
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the United States, is an appropriate anticipation rejection. The Examiner's Answer also 
argues that the language in In re Samour, 571 F.2d 559, 562, 197 USPQ 4 (CCPA 1978), of 
"[w]hether the claimed subject matter was in possession of the public depends on whether a 
method of preparing the claimed subject matter would have been known by, or would have 
been obvious to, one of ordinary skill in the pertinent art." means that any public information 
relating to the claimed invention becomes an additional reference to enable a reference. 

However, as was noted in Appellant's Appeal Brief, Samour stands for the 
premise that an additional written reference may be relied upon to show what the primary 
reference contains. The additional written reference may be relied upon to show that the 
information contained in the primary reference, by itself , is fully enabling to one skilled in 
the art. Samour does not stand for the premise that an additional reference may be used to 
supplement the primary reference when the primary reference alone is not fully enabling. 

The Examiner's Answer also misinterprets In re Donohue, 766 R2d 531, 226 
USPQ 619 (Fed. Cir. 1985). The Donohue case stands for the proposition that additional 
written references may be used to show that the claimed subject matter was in the public's 
possession before application thereof for a patent. The public disclosure of a chemical 
compound and the public disclosure of the name and variety of an asexually reproduced plant 
are two distinct situations. As the Donohue court stated, "[i]t is elementary that an 
anticipation rejection requires a showing that each limitation of a claim must be found in a 
single reference, practice, or device." Id, at 534, 226 USPQ at 621. 

It is elementary chemistry to realize that the disclosure of a compound's 
formula is enough to anticipate the claimed chemical formula because that formula is indeed 
the entire invention. However, disclosure of the botanical name (and possibly a few other 
particulars) of a new and unanticipated asexually reproduced plant variety is not enough to 
anticipate a plant patent for the claimed variety. As in Samour, the Donohue court agreed 
that a secondary piece of prior art (a written publication) could be used to show that 
knowledge was in the public's possession. In both cases, the secondary references (printed 
publications) provided information on the state of the art in the chemical field. 
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The Examiner's Answer on one hand asserts that the sale of a variety named 
'Tikorg' in Germany is not used as "supplementing" reference yet on the other hand supports 
the position for looking to the sale in Germany to enable the CPVO publication by relying on 
Samour and Donohue. Both cases allowed an additional piece of prior art (a pre-application 
filing date publication) as evidence of what knowledge was in the public domain. 

However, it is contrary to longstanding tenets of the patent laws to assert that 
sale of a claimed invention outside of the United States qualifies as a reference at all. The 
sale of a variety named 'Tikorg' outside the United States is not prior art. It is not a reference 
which is appropriate to use as evidence of the public's knowledge. An assertion that the sale 
of a claimed invention outside the United States is a reference (per Samour and Donohue) 
would vitiate the meaning of the on-sale bar of 35 U.S.C. § 102(b). 

If the Board agrees with Examiner, it would be changing the landscape of the 
patent law. Applicant appreciates the Examiner's recognition that the PBR publication by 
itself would not be an enabled publication. In essence, the Examiner is asserting that a non- 
enabling published description of a claimed invention combined with the sale of that 
invention outside of the United States would be enough to satisfy an anticipation rejection 
under 35 USC § 102(b). 

Such a position is untenable under United States law. By way of example, a 
simple (non-enabling) listing of a product (such as a computer) in a catalog or magazine 
published one year before an application for patent in the United States combined with the 
sale of that product outside the United States more than one year before application date 
would be enough to bar patent protection in our country. Such an assertion is ludicrous and 
the ramifications are endless if the Board chooses to change precedent and decide that the 
cited PBR application combined with the sale of a geranium named Tikorg 1 in Germany 
would be enough to bar patent protection in the United States. 

B. Even if Thomson is good law for utility applications, it is 
distinguishable from the present case. 
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The Board in Thomson chose to not follow LeGrice for the following reasons 



(1) Per LeGrice, each case is decided on its own facts. Supposedly, in the 
day of Thomson in 1992, unlike in the day of LeGrice, the "someday" 
of plant genetics had arrived. 

(2) LeGrice lacked evidence of commercial availability of the claimed 
invention outside the United States. 

(3) LeGrice concerned a plant patent while Thomson dealt with a utility 
patent with broader scope of protection. 

The first points fails because the "someday" of plant genetics is not here; see 



the Declaration of Dr. Richard Craig where he concludes that "Starting only from a 
photograph or a written description of a particular cultivar, a plant breeder cannot reproduce 
the cultivar. No person can independently create through fertilization and hybridization the 
exact genetic replica of another plant." Craig Declaration at page 4. The Examiner admits 
the same, else the PBR application would alone be cited as barring a plant patent. However, 
a key part of the first point is that these cases {LeGrice and Thomson) are decided on their 



The second point fails because the Board misunderstood the evidence of 



commercial availability of the rose varieties in LeGrice by stating that: 



[LeGrice 's] holding was based on the specific "printed 
publications" before it, and no indication was given that the 
"prior catalogue publication" before it evidenced 
commercial availability in a readily enabling form. The 
court simply stated that the prior catalog publication 
"includes a color picture of the rose clear enough to 
establish identity in appearance between the rose illustrated 
and applicants variety". 



(however errant): 



own facts. 



Thomson , 24 USPQ2d at 1621. 
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As detailed above, the LeGrice decision is replete with evidence of public use 
and/or sale of the rose varieties outside the United States. The irrelevance of those activities 
was disposed of by the Board. 

The third point simply cuts in favor of following LeGrice, The present case is 
factually very similar to LeGrice and, unlike the utility application appealed in Thomson, 
involved a plant patent application. 

V. Conclusion 

The "someday" of plant genetics from LeGrice has not arrived. A printed 
publication cannot bar patenting of a plant because a plant variety cannot be created from a 
description of the plant. 

The only § 102(b) bar to plant patent applications is the sale, offer for sale, or 
public use of the plant itself within the United States. Likewise, the invention of a plant 
patent is the plant itself. A plant patent can have but one claim — to the plant itself. Plant 
patent infringement requires proof that the infringing plant is an asexually reproduced 
progeny of the parent plant — it requires access to the plant itself. Imazio Nursery, Inc. v. 
Dania Greenhouses, 69 F.3d 1560, 36 USPQ2d 1673 (Fed. Cir. 1995). 

It follows that the plant itself must be present in the United States to bar 
novelty under § 102(b). The asserted enablement of a printed publication by "non-prior art" 
(sale outside the United States) is an attempt to thwart the statutory requirement that the plant 
itself be present in the United States to bar a plant patent in light of today's understanding of 
plant genetics. 

Applicant urges the Board to follow the established federal court precedent of 
LeGrice and reverse the novelty rejection in the present application. 
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The Commissioner for Patents is hereby authorized to charge any additional 
fees which may be required to Deposit Account No. 23-0650. Please refund any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 23-0650. 



Respectfully submitted, 



WEBB ZIESENHEIM LOGSDON 
ORKIN & HANSON, P.C. 



Date: Julv 21. 2003 By T&^«^ J* O^^^ 

Patricia A. Olosky 



Registration No. 53,411 

Attorney for Applicant 

700 Koppers Building 

436 Seventh Avenue 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219-1818 

Telephone: 412-471-8815 

Facsimile: 412-471-4094 

E-mail: webblaw@webblaw.com 
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ATTORNEY DOCKET NO.: 2384-001895 
REPLY BRIEF TRANSMITTAL LETTER 



MAIL STOP APPEAL BRIEF - PATENTS 

Commissioner for Patents 

P. O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Serial No.: 09/753,976 Filing Date: January 3, 2001 

Examiner: Susan B. McCormick Group Art Unit: 1661 



Title: GERANIUM PLANT NAMED 'TIKORG' 



Transmitted herewith is a Reply Brief in the above-identified application. 



Small Entity Status is asserted for this application under 37 CFR L27. 

A verified statement to establish small entity status under 37 CFR 1 .27 is enclosed. 

X No additional fee is required. 

The fee has been calculated as shown below: 



No of Claims Highest No. Small Non-Small 

After Previously Present Entity Entity 

Amendment Paid For Extra Rate Rate Charge 

Total 1 20 0 x $ 9.00 x $ 18.00 $ 0 

Indep. 1 3 0 x $ 42.00 x $ 84.00 $ 0 

First Presentation of Multiple Dependent Claim/s + $140.00 + $280.00 $ 0 

TOTAL ADDITIONAL FEE $__0 



is enclosed to cover the filing fee. 
to cover the Reply Brief fee and $_ 



to cover the 



X 



X 



X 



July 2 L 2003 



A check in the amount of $ 

Checks in the amounts of $ 

Request for Oral Hearing fee are enclosed 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment of the following fees associated 
with this communication to Deposit Account No. 23-0650. Please refund any overpayment 
to Deposit Account No. 23-0650. An original and two copies of this Transmittal are enclosed. 
Any additional filing fees required under 37 CFR 1.16. 
Any patent application processing fees under 37 CFR 1.17. 

A. 



By. 



Date 




I hereby certify that this correspondence is being 
deposited with the United States Postal Service as first 
class mail in an envelope addressed to the Commissioner 
for Patents, P. O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313- 
1450 on July 2 1,2003. 

Theresa Ulinski 

(Typed Name of Person Mailing Paper and/or Fees) 



^Signature 



7/ 21/2003 
Date 



Patricia A. Olosky 
Registration No. 53,411 
Attorney for Applicant 
700 Koppers Building 
436 Seventh Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1818 
Telephone: 412-471-8815 
Facsimile: 412-471-4094 
E-mail: webblaw@webblaw.com 
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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. APRIL 2003 

TRANSLATED BY THE RALPH MCELROY TRANSLATION COMPANY 



[logo] European Union 
Community Plant Varieties Office 
TQ-D-028 

Technical Questionnaire 

(To be filled out in conjunction with the application for community variety protection) 

Only for office use: 
Application date: 
File No.: 

1. Botanical taxon: Latin name of genus, species or subspecies to which the variety 
belongs and ordinary name: 

028 Pelargonium zonale hort. non (L.) L'H&it. ex Ait M p. peltatunj horl. 

ZONAL PELARGONIUM, Ivy-leaved Pelargonium (revision) 
PELARGONIUM ZONAL, G&aniumlieire P. (revision) 
X ZONALPELARGONIE , Efeupelargonie (Revision) 

2. a) Applicant: Name(s) and address(es) and, if applicable, address of agent in 

proceedings: 
Anschrift des Verfahrensvertreters: 
ELSMER PAC JWGPFUWaeN 
KlPSVORFBK STR , AW? 
D-OiZW DRESPEN 

b) Original breeder if not the applicant: name(s) and address(es) 

3. a) Proposal for variety name, if applicable: 
TIKORGj 

b) Preliminary name (name of application) 
TIKORG, P-6137 

4. Information on: 

4.1 Geographical origin of the variety: 
Dresden, Germany 

4.2 Breeding, preservation and reproduction of the variety 

Here item 4 of the attached UPOV [International Union for the Protection of New 
Varieties of Plants] form must be filled out 



2 



see attachment item 4.1 

4.2.1 Should the information regarding the components of hybrid varieties including their 
cultivation be treated confidentially? 

Yes X No 

If yes, this information is to be given on the attached form. 

If no, information is to be given below on the components of hybrid varieties, including 
their cultivation: 
Breeding plan: 

Combination cross with Pentik and red-flowering breeding strains 
5. Information on genetically modified varieties 

Does the variety represent a genetically modified organism in the sense of Article 2, 
Subsection 2 of Council Directive 90/220/EC of April 23, 1990? 
Yes XNo 



6. Characteristics of the variety to be indicated 

In this respect, the attached UPOV form, item 5 must be filled out. (The number in 
parentheses refers to the corresponding characteristic in the examination directive; please 
check the conspicuousness level that most closely approximates the variety.) 
Number Characteristic Example varieties Note 

See attachment, item 5 




7. Similar variety (varieties) and differences from this variety (these varieties): 

Merkmale in welchen (3) Ausprflgungsstufen 
sich die flhnliche(n) W dcr fthnlichen Sortc(n) 
Sorte(n) unterscheide(t)(n) und der Kandidatensorte 

TbAik,PE^4a89 ®8luia< 3 ri>fe. ®M£aie: kt&h® 

' Uawtidakusorte ■ toteusfveir^ 

©SlaftseicknuM abui. Sort*. •• a*??® @ 

Key: 1 Name of similar variety (varieties) 

2 Characteristic in which the similar variety (varieties) differ 

3 Conspicuousness levels of the similar variety (varieties) and the candidate 
variety 



4 


Flower size 


5 


Similar variety 


6 


Candidate variety 


7 


Small 


8 


Large 


9 


Flower color 


10 


Orange-red 


11 


More intensive 


12 


Leaf pattern 


13 


Zone 


14 


Heart-shaped zoning 



8. Additional information to facilitate the distinction of the varieties 

8.1 Resistance to pest organisms 
not known 

8.2 Special conditions for cultivation 
pinching necessary 
ground-covering properties 

8.3 Additional information (drawings, photos, etc.) 
photos are attached 

I/We hereby declare that to the best of my/our knowledge, the information provided 
this form is objectively correct and complete. 
Dresden, July 9, 1998 

Date Signature [signature] 

Eisner PAC Jungpflanzen 



TC/U/I 

Zonal PeUrtoMun. Ivy-Uavad ralarionWPalargonlui tonala, Garantut-lltrra/ 
ZonalptUrionU, tf auoaUriant a, 17-10*07 



4. Information en erlftn. aiatnttnanci and reproduction of thi varWtr 

fUnatlffnaattnts sur 1*trt«tne* la Mtnttan at U reproduction ou U auKI plication de la vtrMtl 
Iftfortmttonen ubtr tfrjorunp, trhaltun* und Varmahruni 4tr Sarta 

«.l Orlgln/OMtftnt/Ursprunf ( J 

t) Saadnrtf/Manta de semls/Si/tllnf (Indicate parent *artett«s/pracUer Ut vartotos *b<^ 

perentes/Clternsorten an*ob«nl ^il.../ • ^ ^ /, r> o/7\ ^ ^ 



1W hVitetlen/rtutatltn/nJtatlon (Indicate perant urtUy/prcclser U rartctc paranta/ ( ] 

Auaganftaartt angeben) 

Ml) DUcoverr/Decotirerte/Entdecicuntf (Indicate *hare and nhtn/prielsir It tUu tt (J 
U date/wo und iu valebant JiltpunJct) 



i.l Other Information/ Autru rente Itnanants/Anden Informations 



Key: 1 



Seedling from 95K-43-2 



TC/ZI/I 

Zonal reUrgonlue» Ivy-leaved • e Urgon 1 u*/r o 1 argon 1 urn zonale, Gertnlua*! terras' 
Zonal pel trgonle, CfeupelargoMc, 17-10*07 



Charectortstfcs of the variety to be Indicated; the nutfbar In brackets refer* to the corre- 
spond 1n< characteristic In the test guideline*; please *erk the state or expression which 
best corresponds; In the case where for one characteristic two possibilities ere Presented ' 
pUue compleU the first possibility (I) If date ere available, otherwise complete the 
second (I I) J. 

Cerecteres de It verleti a Indlquer; 1e nomtre entre parentheses roiwolo eu c tree to re cor* 
respondent dans les principal dlroctaurs d'exeeien; prlere de marcher d'urtt croU le niveau 
depression tpproprle; au cit ou deux poislbl litis de rtponso tont of fortes, prlere de 
rempllr le 1) si des resulttts sont dlsponlbles et le \\) dens U cu contra Ire). 

Antugebende Herkvale der Sort* (die in Kla/trmm angegebene Zahl verwelst tuf das entspre- 
chende Herkmal In den frufunosrlchtl Intent die Auspragungsstufe, die dor der Sorto am 
neehsten kearat, bttte ink rout en; w«nr> fur eln Herkaul aval HBsltchkelten ana c bo ten werden, 
bltte die erste ftSglichkelt (1) tusfOUcn, ten* defur Oeten vorhtnden sind, sonst die ttreite 



Characteristics tximplt Varieties 

Cireeterei Cnfllsh franeali dtutsch Examples 

Horkmale Bettptelssorten 



Note 



i.l 
ill) 



r lower; type 
Flour t type 
BlOtet Typ 



single 
double 



simple 
double 



olnfoch 
geftfllt 



Kbnnef rOhl in* 
furl open* 



H 

zi } 



S,2(1) UkII petti t color of RMS Colour Code RHS des MtS-rarbkarte 
<*l) alddlo of up&gr eldo 



fettle lntirlmn: 

couleur de It ptrtle 
centrals de U Cjuu 

auBtrlmn 

UOUDU ilGtenbltttt 
ferbe der Hltte der 
Phnnoltc 



Chert Clrtdl- 
ctte refer- 
ence nvmher) 



couleurs 
dndtquer It 
miuero de 
reference) 



(Kumar e/i- 
geben) 



..2(1UU*a£ petti! color of 
Middle of tioaer_ilde 

Petal e Inferieur; 
couleur de it etrtle 
centrale de la f*gg 

auflcxlcwrt 

pntere^ Blutenblett: 
farbe der Hltte der 
Qgaraalta 



white 

oran?e pink 

o ranee red 

bright red 

purple red 

purple 

blue red 

bluish pink 

other colore 
Mneteatt) 



blanche 
rote orange 



nelss 

ersngerost 



farlpenel 

Achspen, Schone 
Helene 



rovge orange leuchtendrot Osne 
rouge brill ant slgnalrot Brunl 
rouge-pourpre purpurrot 
pourpre purpur 
rouge-blsu blturot 
rose bleultre bllurota 



fencher. rurlepen 
Ounklo Amethyst 
Kleftpel 
Hues, Roipen 



autre! cow* 
Iturt (4 in* 
tft«u«r) 



andert farbefnl 
<*Oft»tn> 



Key: 1 Orange-red 



ChiricUrisMcs 
Carte teres 
Htrfcaslt 


Cftflljh 


'r&nctls 


eevtsch 


example Varieties 

(xcoples 

SelspfeUsorten 


KQtC 


LUf Hltfi; color 
of vgptr jUt 

U«6e: couttur tfe fon< 
d« ta rut swtrUure 


light trern 
medium in in 
dark flrccn 


TCrt tUir 

»ert w/tn 
«cr: fence 


htl^run 
dunVll jriin 


Ptrlpenei 
* 

nuts 

rtanpen, SUdt fieri 


i 
S 
7 


0HttsprtUc: Grund- 
fartf 4K QptrjeU* 













life 



11 tie: rtattetc tfc la 
zoflft fur U fag* iiiftfe- 

rlturt 



ftr/ veik 


trh rtfble 


sehr terlnf 


Achscen 


1 


weak 


faille 


■erln* 


Vulkin 


J 




moyCflne 


*Ute1 


fto j pen 


s 


ttronf 


forte 


sunt 


Paltis 


7 


very stronf 


trh forte 


sehr stark 


Crfoli 





tUUsprtUt: Aitfprl- 
furtf 4tr Zone auf dtr 



Key: 1 Heart-shaped 



